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Ms. K. Takacs; 


Call to order 


The meeting was called to order at 12:45 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


It was requested and agreed that a resolution concerning the distribution of 
the NSERC general research grant for 1987-88, (Doc. US-87-5-D27), be 
added to the Agenda as item XV, a). 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF MAY 8, 1987, 
BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff advised that the additional funding package for 
the downtown Library project, which was moving very favorably towards 
its logical conclusion, would be considered by Treasury Board next 
Tuesday in the context of the Government's 1987-1992 capital programme; 
that construction in connection with the Vanier Library extension project, 
was proceeding normally; and that the Board of Governors, at' its meeting 
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last night, approved a recommendation from the Planning Committee, to 
authorize the University to call for tenders for the construction of the concert 
hall which is part of the Vanier Library complex. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Appelbaum advised that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
Mission Statement, (document US-87-5-D2), which was the result of an 
ongoing process that has come to an end for this year, would be the 
mandate for the Faculty over the next few years; and that the document was 
being tabled at Senate for information. 


Dean Swamy gave notice that a proposal concerning the introduction of the 
co-operative format in the Industrial Engineering programme, would be 
brought forward by the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, to 
Senate in the Fall. 


With respect to the single sheet progress report from the Steering Committee 
concerning part-time faculty members on Senate, (document US-87-5-D3), 
which was being tabled for information, it was pointed out that the study 
referred to in the second paragraph, was a joint initiative by the Concordia 
University Part-time Faculty Association and the University Administration, 
and it was suggested that the text be revised accordingly. 


Dr. Whyte, in reporting on the question of the linkage between planning and 
budget, advised that the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, 
had discussed the matter with the Senate Academic Planning and Priorities 
Committee at its last meeting, with particular reference to costing of new 
initiatives and how these would be dealt with within the planning and 
budgetary process. By way of additional information, Dr. Cohen advised 
that he had presented a draft proposal to create a committee that would look 
at the University's budgetary activities on an ongoing basis, in parallel with 
the planning process, and with specific bridges, built during the course of 
consideration, with the various planning units, and most particularly, with 
the Senate Academic Planning and Priorities Committee. He also advised 
that the process would have to take into account the overall financial 
objectives of the University; that it would have to be not only of a historical 
nature, but rather based on consideration of first needs and priorities as they 
are identified within the various processes which are being established in the 
University; and that hopefully the proposal would be fleshed out over the 
course of the next few months and that an announcement could be made 
next year, with respect to formalizing the process. 


The feeling was expressed that ideally the objective of the process would be 
to ensure that departments, in doing their own planning in terms of 
curriculum, were aware of the University's priorities in advance, rather than 
priority status being something to be stamped on a proposal after it had been 
produced by a department. 


Reporting on behalf of the Academic Programmes Committee, Dr. 
McEvenue advised that during the past year the Committee, which met 
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approximately every second week, consistently found that substantive 
discussions were inevitably curtailed and decisions were being made on 
purely technical grounds; consequently, for the coming year the Committee 
has decided to schedule meetings every week on Tuesday mornings, but 
with the possibility that some of the meetings would be dropped, 
particularly during the first semester. He urged prospective appointees to 
take this into consideration in scheduling their lectures, etc., for the 1987/88 
academic year. 


Dr. Langford addressed at length the resolution concerning contract 
overheads (document US-87-5-D4), and the proposal concerning the 
Internal Distribution of Research Funds, (document US-87-5-D5), which 
had been submitted by the Senate Research Committee and had been placed 
on the Agenda by the Steering Committee under informational items as 
notices of motion, and also referred to Faculty Councils for reaction prior to 
consideration by Senate in the Fall. With respect to the proposal concerning 
the Internal Distribution of Research Funds, he explained that the Research 
Committee wished to draw Senate's attention to a problem associated with 
the approximately 2% of the overall research resources in use at the 
University relating to specific funds generated from the general research 
grants from the granting councils, certain additional funds reserved to 
research, including the interest earned on holding research funds from 
outside agencies, funds from a part of the annual giving programme of 
Friends of the University, and a share in the funds that come from the 
overheads on research contracts; that these various sources provided a 
marginal 2% leverage in trying to serve a series of objectives, including 
initial support of young researchers, seed funds for new projects, incentives 
to encourage researchers who have been effective in generating the funds 
that we receive, the funding of small projects, involvement in minor 
equipment in some areas, contributions to major equipment, etc.; that the 
Research Committee was motivated to begin an analysis of the problem last 
Fall by the changing composition of the source of these funds and the 
increasing emphasis on matching funding on factors derived from the 
success of the internal researchers in generating money, which has led to 
development of incentives as a relatively new concept in the field of 
research; and that to resolve the tension between the people who will have to 
raise money in the form of generating grants that produce matching funds, 
and the interest of seeing those funds distributed to internally defined 
objectives, the Research Committee came to the view that we needed to 
move to a distribution system in which the active researchers would feel that 
they had a clear voice and clear participation in the decision making process, 
as 1s proposed in document US-87-5-D5. He further advised that the 
Research Committee's intended time-table for presentation and discussion 
on the proposed system for internal distribution of research funds during the 
coming year, has been short circuited by a communiqué from NSERC 
advising that by the beginning of 1988, the University would have to 
distribute general research grants under the supervision of committees 
comprised of a majority of NSERC grant holders; and that in consequence, 
an emergency resolution, (document US-87-5-D27), concerning methods 
for dealing with the situation for the 1987-88 fiscal year, has been added to 
the Agenda for consideration at this meeting. 


87-5-14 


87-5-15 


The feeling was expressed that the proposals concerning the Internal 
Distribution of Research Funds, (document US-87-5-D5), not only 
included possible mechanisms but also the introduction of a number of 
principles into the system which were far-reaching, and in many respects 
represented significant changes from the status quo, some of which might 
also bear on the issue of academic freedom, etc.; and that it was important 
for Senate to have widespread consultations from 6 faculty members, 
Faculty Councils, Deans, etc., before discussing the document in detail, ie., 
it was extremely important that Senate not rush into debating or adopting the 
proposals outlined in document US-87-5-D5. 


It was also stated that the mechanisms proposed in the document, in terms 
of formula and approach, owed a great deal to the existing structure in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science; that the University was not going to be left 
with complete latitude in these areas, ie., some of the standards were being 
set by the granting councils providing the funds; and that some of the major 
innovations in the document were really those which were going to be 
mandated to us by the councils. 


Dr. Cohen reported that the 1987/88 budget which was approved at 
yesterday's meeting of the Board of Governors, essentially contained the 
same level of services provided for in the provisional budget which Senate 
had had an opportunity to discuss, in terms of its academic implications, at 
its meeting of December 19, 1986. He also expressed gratitude to Dr. S. 
French for his work over the past year as Associate Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, whose mandate would be completed on 
May 31, 1987. In addition, he announced that Professor H. Proppe has 
accepted the position of Associate vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and 
Finance, for a three year mandate, effective July 1, 1987. Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES OF 
SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D6), BE APPROVED. 


It was requested, and it was agreed by the mover and seconder, that the 
following additional appointments be added to the list contained in 
document US-87-5-D6: 


University Library Committee 


Prof. A. Brodt - Faculty of Commerce and Administration - (to 
1990). 


Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Committee 


Prof. A.F. Farhoomand - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
- (to 1990). 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 
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Curriculum Changes 


Graduate Proposals 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Prof. V. 
Baba and Mr. B. Hawker during consideration of the proposed new 
programme - master of Science (Administration). 


Prof. Baba, in presenting and explaining the proposed new programme - 
master of Science (Administration), (document US-87-5-D7), emphasized 
the differences between the proposed programme and the existing MBA 
programme. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KUSY, THAT THE PROPOSED PROGRAMME -MASTER OF 
SCIENCE (ADMINISTRATION), (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D7), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-87-5-D16). 


During the ensuing discussion, questions were raised and responded to 
concerning the title of Master of Science as opposed to Master of Business 
Administration, creating all new courses for the programme as opposed to 
making use of some existing courses, and a change in the name of a course 
entitled "Database Management and Design" which was listed under elective 
courses in section 5.3.4, Option 4. with respect to option 4 - Decision 
Sciences and Management Information Systems, Senate was advised that 
ongoing discussions were being held with the Computer Science 
Department concerning possible involvement in the programme, in terms of 
course offerings, faculty members, etc. 


In response to a question concerning resource implications vis-a-vis the 
report from the Academic Programmes Committee, (document 
US-87-5-D16), Senate was advised that up until this year, APC has had 
little to do with respect to graduate programmes; that it has had no 
responsibility for financial statements, and that it has taken awhile in 
arriving at a formula whereby direct costs could be identified and stated to 
the Committee; that it was still not clear as to how the Committee should 
bring that information to the attention of Senate, ie., it was not entirely clear 
as to how the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee, Senate, and the 
proposed budget committee, were going to operate together a-propos of 
discussing costs related to curriculum proposals; that the M.Sc. 
(Administration) proposal was developed in accordance with the previous 
format whereby it went through the relevant committees without reference to 
budgetary implications; and that it was only at the end of the process at the 
request of APC, that a budget, which, given the haste in which it was 
worked out, could only be considered as preliminary statement of costs, 
was prepared and given to the Vice-Rector, Academic. 


With respect to the issue of consideration of budgetary implications of 
curriculum proposals, Dr. Whyte advised that an M.A. in Geography 


programme had been approved two years ago by Senate, subject to a report 
once information had been received from Quebec as to the financing that 
was available; that that was a first attempt to deal with the difficulty resulting 
from the fact that at the time when a proposed programme comes before 
Senate, there is no way of knowing what funding may be available from 
Quebec, or what the University Is funding situation is likely to be at the time 
when the programme would eventually be implemented; and that because of 
this uncertainty, it was impossible, even if it was necessarily Senate's 
mandate, to deal with the issue at the time when a proposal must be 
approved for transmission to Quebec. He further stated that the applicable 
situation with respect to the M.Sc. Administration, and all of the other 
curriculum proposals being presented to Senate, was similar to that 
described by the resource condition stipulated in the resolution from the 
Steering Committee concerning implementation of the co-operative format in 
a number of programmes, (document US-87-5-D17); that that resolution, in 
effect, was saying that if additional resources were required by the Faculties 
concerned, such requests would be considered at the appropriate time within 
the context of the budgetary and academic planning operation; that in 
moving into the preparation of the 1988/89 Faculty budgets in September, 
and the consultations with the Senate Academic Planning and Priorities 
Committee and back to Senate concerning the academic implications of 
those budgets, the additional resources that the Faculties may or may not 
require for these curriculum proposals, would have to be part of their 
priorities and submissions at that time; and that hopefully by that time, the 
University would know what, if any, additional resources would be made 
available by Quebec for launching such programmes. He cautioned 
however, that since the beginning of this year, additional resources given by 
Quebec for new were bridging grants, ie., they were not built into the base; 
and consequently, their impact . on the University's budget must be 
examined on an ongoing basis. He further stressed that it should be clearly 
understood that in passing all of these curriculum proposals at this time, the 
phrase contained in the cooperative format resolution in document 
US-87-5-D17 to the effect that the budgetary implications must be 
considered by the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee and by the 
Budget Committee at the time when the budgets are done ' underlies all of 
these decisions; and that given all of the unknowns, there was really no 
other way that Senate could deal with the matter at this time. 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate into the main motion, the 
phrase - "AND THAT IMPLEMENTATION BE SUBJECT TO THE 
CONDITION THAT SHOULD ADDITIONAL RESOURCES BE 
REQUIRED, THIS REQUEST BE CONSIDERED AT THE 
APPROPRIATE TIME WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THE BUDGETARY 
AND ACADEMIC PLANNING OPERATIONS." 


It was stated that the M.Sc. (Administration) proposal has been active for a 
number of years, that it has been before many committees and has gone 
through many changes with both additions and deletions, and that it was 
only at the last moment that the Faculty was informed that a further costing 
out of the proposal would have to be produced; and that that costing out has 
been properly done within the past few days. Senate was further advised 
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that the proposal had been initiated at least two years ago, before much of 
the budgetary mechanism had been put into place; that certain difficulties 
were being created by the fact that we were presently in a transitional phase 
between two different ways of handling resource implications relating to 
curriculum proposals, but that these difficulties were lessening as we move 
into a new cycle for the coming year; and that by this time next year we 
should have a much clearer situation vis-a-vis resource implications of 
curriculum proposals. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that incorporating the condition 
concerning additional resources from the resolution in document 
US-87-5-D17 into the main motion, weakens the strategy formulated at the 
level of the Board of Graduate Studies, by inserting a hedge into the process 
at a point when we have already made a strategic choice and have committed 
ourselves to a particular line of action. 


It was stated however, that the weakness referred to above has always 
existed, in the sense that programmes have always been approved by Senate 
with the understanding that at the point of implementation a further decision 
would be taken in the light of the response from Quebec. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE 
JOINT PH.D. (COMMUNICATIONS) PROGRAMME, (DOCUMENT 
US-87-5D8), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D16). 


It was pointed out that the proposed change, which in fact was in line with 
Concordia's original position, was being made at the request of the Conseil 
des Universités; and that the change had positive financial implications for 
the University in the sense that in accordance with the current funding 
formula, students in doctoral programmes were not funded beyond 90 
credits. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DICKS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGE 
PROPOSALS IN ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENTS US-87-5-D9 
AND US-87-5D10), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D16). 
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With respect to the Arts and Science curriculum changes, Senate was 
advised that the conditional phrase concerning additional resources, was not 
required in. the motion. 


Senate was also advised that THE LAST PAGE IN DOCUMENT 
US-87-5-D10, CONCERNING CURRICULUM CHANGES IN ETUDES 
FRANCAISES, HAS BEEN WITHDRAWN. 


With respect to APCIS postponement of discussion of the proposed ~C' 
grade requirement in Biology, (page 2, document US-87-5-D16), it was 
stated that adoption of the proposal for a general GPA in Arts and Science, 
referred to in the Preamble of document US-87-5-D9, would not overcome 
the problem which the Department of Biology was attempting to address in 
adopting the 'C' rule; and a request was made that the Academic 
Programmes Committee, in discussing the proposed GPA in Arts and 
Science in the Fall, consider the ICI rule in Biology as a separate issue. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY 
THAT THE PROPOSED BUSINESS COMMUNICATION COURSE IN 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D11), 
BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-875-D16); AND THAT 
IMPLEMENTATION BE SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION THAT 
SHOULD ADDITIONAL RESOURCES BE REQUIRED, THIS 
REQUEST BE CONSIDERED AT THE APPROPRIATE TIME WITHIN 
THE CONTEXT OF THE BUDGETARY AND ACADEMIC PLANNING 
OPERATIONS. 


Dr. McEvenue informed Senate that APC was recommending that the 
provision that the proposed course would replace the University Writing 
Test, be suspended for the initial period, pending comparative evaluation of 
examinations in the proposed course with the UWT. Prof. Wills advised 
that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration has agreed to this proviso. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO FINANCE 467, 
(DOCUMENT US-87-5-D12), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (US-87-5-D 16). 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DOUGLASS, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-87-5D13), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D16). 


Senate's attention was drawn to the comment in the APC Report, (document 
US-87-5-D16), to the effect that with the exception of the M.Sc. in 
Administration, the course in Business Communication, and the adoption of 
the co-operative format for three programmes, all Faculties have guaranteed 
that they will not ask for new money as a result of the curriculum change 
proposals being considered at today's meeting. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 

Fine Arts 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MACKENZIE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROPOSALS IN 
FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D14, AND ADDENDUM), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE; (DOCUMENT US-875-D 16). 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Report on the Diploma in Journalism 


With respect to this item, Senate's attention was drawn to an explanatory 
memorandum on the Diploma in Journalism and the attached excerpt from 
the minutes of the Senate meeting of December 20, 1985, covering the 
discussion and motion adopted, (document US-87-5-D15); and a report and 
recommendation on the matter from the Academic Programmes Committee, 
(page 3, document US-875-D16). 


Dr. McEvenue presented and explained APCIS Report on the Diploma in 
Journalism which was included in document US-87-5-D16- He advised that 
APC was recommending that the programme be implemented, and that a 
further report be submitted by December, 1989, on the issues concerning 
the appropriateness of continuing to offer the programme at both the 
undergraduate and graduate levels. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DIPLOMA 
PROGRAMME IN JOURNALISM BE APPROVED BY SENATE, AND 
THAT A FURTHER REPORT BE SUBMITTED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE BY DECEMBER, 1989. 
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MOTION CARRIED. 


Resolutions and Proposals concerning Co-Operative Education 


Prof. Hamblin explained the three resolutions contained in document 
US-87-5-D18 concerning Co-Operative Education, which had been 
approved by the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council. It was 
agreed that the resolution from the Steering Committee contained in 
document US-87-5-D17, would serve as the primary basis for consideration 
of the items listed under this Agenda heading. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE PROPOSED INTRODUCTION OF THE 
COOPERATIVE FORMAT IN THE CENTRE FOR BUILDING 
STUDIES AND THE DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE OF 
THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE AS 
WELL AS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICS OF THE FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, BE PROVISIONALLY APPROVED FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN JANUARY 1988, SUBJECT TO THE 
FOLLOWING CONDITION: 


THAT SHOULD ADDITIONAL RESOURCES BE REQUIRED 
BY THE FACULTIES CONCERNED, THIS REQUEST BE 
CONSIDERED AT THE APPROPRIATE TIME WITHIN THE 
CONTEXT OF THE BUDGETARY AND ACADEMIC 
PLANNING OPERATIONS, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D17). 


Dr. McEvenue, in presenting the Report from APC, (document 
US-87-5-D21), drew Senate's attention to the sheet appended to document 
US-87-5-D19, containing the cost implications of the proposals, which he 
advised, had been agreed to and initialed by the Associate Dean and 
vice-Dean involved, as well as the Principal of the Institute for Co-Operative 
Education. 


It was requested and agreed that Dr. G. Trudel, Principal, Institute for 
Co-Operative Education, be granted speaking privileges during discussion 
on this Agenda item. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, 
SECONDED BY PROF. RYAN, THAT THE FOLLOWING CLAUSE BE 
ADDED TO THE MOTION - "AND THAT ALL DECISIONS 
CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF ANY CO-OPERATIVE 
PROGRAMME IN THE ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE 
FACULTY, BE SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE INSTITUTE 
FOR CO-OPERATIVE EDUCATION, AS IS DONE AT PRESENT WITH 
ALL CO-OP PROGRAMMES." 


It was explained that the intent of the amendment was to ensure, as with all 
of the existing co-operative programmes, that the Institute reserves the right, 
through its Executive Committee, to decide who is admitted and not 
admitted to the Institute, and also to determine what procedures must be 


followed by those students. it was further explained that the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty Council had passed a series of motions 
which were intended to be presented to Senate at a later meeting, to the 
effect that the Faculty itself would admit or withdraw students, determine 
GPAIS, etc., which, at the moment, were the prerogatives of the Institute 
for Cooperative Education; and that the rationale for the amendment was 
simply to bring forward, for clarity, that while the Institute was happy to 
entertain the introduction of programmes into the co-operative format, it 
must be in keeping with the procedures presently followed by the Institute. 


During the lengthy discussion on the amendment, it was argued that the 
motions adopted by the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 
referred to above, were not presently before Senate; that those motions 
stemmed from the fact that the Accreditation Board of the Canadian 
Corporation of Professional Engineers requires that engineering 
programmes be administered by Engineering Faculties; that the amendment 
was premature by virtue of the fact that there was another item on the 
Agenda dealing with the structure of the Institute, and that until the structure 
has been studied and a decision has been taken with respect to how the 
co-op format in various Faculties would be vetted through one central 
location, the amendment should not be adopted; that preliminary discussions 
have already been held between the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science 
and the Dean of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science on the 
question of review of the structure referred to in item X, b); that a meeting 
has been scheduled for next week to continue discussions with a view to 
finding ways of accommodation; and that the Deans involved, with 
assistance from others, including the Vice-Rector, Academic, should be 
given an opportunity to work out an appropriate structure, at least in an 
interim way, while the question of a long term solution was being 
considered. 


It was argued however, that the situation alluded to with respect to 
requirements of the Engineering Accreditation Board, applied equally to the 
Chemistry Co-op programme which must abide by the requirements of the 
Quebec Order of Chemists, but that this did not deny the Institute the right 
to decide who would or would not be admitted, who should or should not 
remain in a co-operative programme, or to make demands on its students 
with respect to writing work-term reports, work site visits, etc., etc.; that 
the Institute for Co-operative Education should maintain the mandate which 
it was given in 1980, to run co-operative education within Concordia 
University, rather than having a situation whereby each Faculty, in adopting 
the co-operative format, would establish its own regulatory body; and that 
the assurances which were being sought by virtue of the amendment on the 
floor, were of urgent concern to all of the departments presently involved in 
the co-operative programme at Concordia, because the threat of 
disintegration of the remarkably homogeneous development of this 
University's co-operative programme, was a serious threat to what has been 
a profound benefit to those departments. Concern was also expressed over 
the debate, which, it was stated, was centering on inter-Faculty bickering 
and policies, rather than serving the interests of what has been one of the 
most fruitful academic developments in this University in a decade and 


protecting it as an advantage and a lead which Concordia has achieved on a 
national basis. 


The feeling was expressed that a defeat of the amendment might prove to be 
a long term disadvantage to the Institute for Co-Operative Education; and 
that it might be better to withdraw the amendment and present it at a later 
date when a recommendation concerning an appropriate structure for dealing 
with co-operative programmes on a University-wide basis, was being 
considered by Senate. 


Continuing discussion centred on the question of withdrawal of the 
amendment vis-a-vis determination of a time frame for a decision with 
respect to an appropriate University-wide structure, and the procedures to 
be followed in the interim. 


Senate was informed that a number of resolutions concerning academic 
regulations for students following programmes in the co-operative format, 
which had been adopted by the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council, were being considered by the Academic Programmes Committee 
and were expected to be presented to Senate in September or October, 1987. 


Dr. Kenniff, in summarizing the discussion, explained that when the appeal 
was made to withdraw the amendment, there was a suggestion that 
defeating the amendment could have an impact on the perception that people 
have about existing or future co-op programmes; and that until such time as 
the general review has been completed, it might well be left to the Dean of 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science and the Dean of the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, with the Vice-Rector, Academic, to work out 
the transitional measures which would ensure the appropriate participation 
of the Institute for Co-Operative Education in a compatible way with 
existing procedures, and at the same time, respecting the concerns of the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. He suggested that, given 
that the amendment has not been withdrawn and that the issue has now been 
focused, the question should be called and the amendment voted upon. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (4 in 
favor; 15 opposed; 2 abstentions). 


Dr. Kenniff advised that it was his understanding that the commitment on 
the part of the Dean of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science, and the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, to secure a satisfactory interim procedure which respects the 
Institute's position and that of the respective Faculties, remained. 


Dean Bertrand, in confirming the above mentioned commitment, assured 
members that he had no intention of watching the dismantling of any of the 
now very effective programmes in the co-operative format in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (20 in 
favor; 0 opposed; | abstention). 
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Review of the Structure of the Institute for Cooperative Education 


The resolution from the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 
concerning a review of the structure of the Institute for Co-Operative 
Education, (item 1, (b), document US-87-5-D18), was presented by Prof. 
Hamblin. 


Questions arose concerning the intention of the resolution with respect to 
who would be mandated to undertake the review referred to in the 
resolution, and establishing a time limit in connection with that review. 


Senate was advised that the vice-Rector, Academic, had established a task 
force last year to look into a number of issues, including the structure of the 
Centre for Mature Students, and it was suggested that a similar procedure be 
followed with respect to the review of the structure of the Institute for 
Cooperative Education. ' In addition, it was also suggested that the 
vice-Rector, Academic, be asked to submit a report on the matter, either 
interim or final, to Senate by the end of 1987. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE STRUCTURE OF THE INSTITUTE FOR 
CO-OPERATIVE EDUCATION BE REVIEWED TO ENCOURAGE AND 
FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF CO-OPERATIVE 
PROGRAMMES ON A UNIVERSITY WIDE BASIS, (ITEM 1, (b), 
DOCUMENT US-87-5-D18); AND THAT THIS REVIEW BE 
REFERRED TO THE VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC, FOR REPORT TO 
SENATE BY THE END OF 1987. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Dr. Kenniff, who had to leave the meeting for a short period, turned the 
Chair over to Dr. Whyte, Vice-Chair of Senate. 


Change in title of a Sub-Committee of the Academic Programmes 
Committee. 


Dr. McEvenue presented and explained the proposed change in title of the 
Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Sub-Committee, (document 
US-87-5-D22). 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KALOGERAKIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN TITLE OF THE 
FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS SUB-COMMITTEE 
TO THE UNDERGRADUATE SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS 
SUBCOMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D22), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Proposed establishment of a Sub-Committee on Academic Computer Policy 


Prof. McEvenue, in presenting and explaining the proposal for the 
establishment of a Sub-Committee on Academic Computer Policy, advised 
that the correction which had been made to page 1, document 
US-87-5-D23, was the addition of "1 faculty representative from the 
Department of Computer Science" in the composition of the 
Sub-Committee, as noted in item 2 of the resolution. The corrected page 1 
had been circulated at the beginning of the meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY PROF. BUI, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
A SUB-COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC COMPUTER POLICY, 
(DOCUMENT US-87-5-D23, AS CORRECTED), BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed change to- Article 36 of the By-Laws of Concordia University 


Dr. Whyte explained that the proposed change was to add the Director of the 
Centre for Mature Students to the membership of Senate as a Permanent 
Observer, in accordance with item 3, A, iti, document US-87-3-D4.1 which 
had been approved by Senate on March 27, 1987. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE TO SECTION XII, 
ARTICLE 36, OF THE BY-LAWS OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY, AS 
DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT US-87-5-D24, BE APPROVED BY 
SENATE AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning Awards of Distinction 


Dean Appelbaum presented the resolution from the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council concerning Awards of Distinction, 
(document US-87-5-D25). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY DR. 
KUSY, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING AWARDS 
OF DISTINCTION, AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT US-87-5-D25, BE 
APPROVED BY SENATE AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS. 


Issues raised and responded to during discussion included questions 
covering the rationale for the proposal, and procedures for determining the 
Award recipients. 


Concern was voiced over the possible negative effects on the University 
which could result from the inclusion of the names of prospective Award 
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recipients in what was now a public document and which, it was stated, 
would be even more public when it reached the Board of Governors. 


The mover and seconder agreed that - ITEM 5, PAGE 2, MINUTES OF 
THE APRIL 9, 1987 MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE ON AWARDS 
OF DISTINCTION, BE DELETED FROM THE DOCUMENT. 


The mover and seconder also agreed that the phrase "THE THEATRE OF 
THE HALL BUILDING", in item 4, C), page 2, minutes of the April 9, 
1987 meeting of the committee on awards of distinction, be changed to if ... 
THE D.B. CLARKE THEATRE..." 

THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Proposed new Library Acquisitions Allocation Formula 


It was requested and agreed that Dr. M.S. Cohen, Collection Development 
Coordinator, be granted speaking privileges during consideration of this 
item. 


Dr. Cohen explained the background, the rationale, and the vetting process 
relating to the proposed new Library Acquisitions Allocation Formula, 
(document US87-5-D26). with respect to the vetting process, he advised 
that the proposal had been unanimously approved by the University Library 
Committee and the Academic Services Committee, and that it had also 
received approval from three of the four Faculty Councils. 


The initial discussion centred on a question of procedure vis-a-vis the 
absence of a specific resolution and Senate's jurisdiction with respect to the 
allocation of the Acquisitions Budget. The general feeling expressed was 
that the proposed new Library Acquisitions Formula, (document 
US-87-5-D26), was being presented to Senate for information. 


Senate was advised that it was the unanimous view of the members of the 
Academic Services Committee who were present at its last meeting, that 
while no formula was perfect, the proposal represented a tremendous 
improvement over the existing Library acquisitions budget formula. 
Senate's attention was also drawn to the motion adopted by the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council, and specifically to the recommendation urging that 
the overall allocation to the Library be increased in order to maintain, in 
particular, the serials collection. It was further pointed out that, in fact, the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council was recommending that the current serials 
holdings be given 100% protection. 


Continuing discussion centred on the proposed 80% maximum protection 
for serials funds, which, it was argued, could result in a particular 
department losing 20% of its reviews or periodicals every year; and that 
unless there was a formal arrangement with other university libraries in 
Montreal, or a radical change in library funding at Concordia, the proposal 
would ultimately result in the absolute end of any significant Library at this 
University. 
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It was stated that in the long term, relative to increased costs of monographs 
and serials, the University would effectively have less money to spend; and 
that while the proposed formula does many things, it obviously could not 
generate more money. It was also stated however, that the concerns 
expressed above were very real and would have to be faced, otherwise, 
many university libraries, including our own, would cease to be effective 
research tools; and that quite separately from the proposal presently being 
discussed, the Library, and the Administration, should be charged with 
seeking a redress to the situation either by juggling the University budget 
internally in some fashion, or by reaching agreements with other 
universities in Montreal. 


Mr. A. Mate, Director of Libraries, expressed appreciation to Dr. M.S. 
Cohen for his successful attempts in developing what he described as the 
best workable allocation formula that he has seen over the past thirty years. 


Resolution concerning Distribution of the NSERC Research Grant 


Dr. Langford presented and explained the resolution concerning the 
distribution of the NSERC Research Grant in 1987-88, (document 
US-87-5-D27). He advised that the intention in presenting the resolution 
was to give Senate an opportunity, if it so wished, to express the view, in 
general terms, that the kind of committee approach described in document 
US-87-5-D5, reflected a generally correct direction, and without making a 
commitment to the exact mechanisms of selection of the committees or the 
long range choice of priorities, that we implement on an interim basis, those 
parts of the procedure that would be the minimum necessary to satisfy the 
new NSERC regulations with respect to distribution of NSERC general 
research grants. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KNITTER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WIDDEN, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE NSERC GENERAL RESEARCH GRANT IN 
1987-88, (DOCUMENT US-87-5-D27), BE APPROVED. 


A concern was expressed over the wording of the resolution in document 
US-87-5-D27, which, it was argued, was not the same as the stated 
intention of implementing only those parts of the procedure that would be 
the minimum necessary to satisfy the new NSERC regulations, and which, 
if approved, would prejudice one way or the other, the procedures which 
would be adopted in the future. Again it was stated that the objective was to 
implement for 1987-88, the minimum sub-set of the procedures in 
document US-87-5-D5 that would be necessary to satisfy the NSERC 
regulations; that while this depended somewhat on as yet uncertain 
interpretation of the NSERC regulations, the implication was that a 
committee would be created in the Faculties of Arts and Science, 
Engineering and Computer Science, and Commerce and Administration, 
which would have a majority membership of holders of NSERC grants, 
who would be chosen by some mechanism yet to be defined. It was 
suggested that rather than adopting the motion on the floor, the Deans of the 


three Faculties concerned, should be asked to ensure that for this interim 
year, committees are set up in such a way that we are in fact abiding by the 
NSERC regulations; ie., that Senate should adopt a resolution to the effect 
that for 1987-88, the Deans of Arts and Science Engineering and Computer 
Science, and Commerce and Administration, take appropriate measures to 
abide by the NSERC regulations. 


It was argued however, that the resolution suggested above, was, in fact, 
outside the mandate of Senate. It was further stated that document 
US-87-5-D5 represented a very delicate item in that it contained not only a 
number of matters that come before Senate, but also matters concerning 
budgets and administrative procedures; and that one of the reasons that the 
language of the resolution was not precise, was that the resolution, as 
indeed the proposals in the document, have been written to discuss two 
things at once in order to put an issue into place, but that Senate was being 
asked specifically to speak only on those things that fall within its usual 
mandate. 


During continuing discussion, it was suggested that it was not the 
responsibility of Senate to instruct the Deans to take actions that would 
enable the University to respect NSERC guidelines; that it was well within 
the authority of the Vice-Rector, Academic, to ask the Deans to ensure that 
they respect those guidelines, provided that other resolutions that might 
have already been passed by Senate, were not being contravened; that 
Senate, as an interim measure, should not be passing motions with respect 
to something that in any case must be done for this year; that the question of 
interim measures should not be mixed up with the meat of what was 
contained in document US-87-5-D5, ie., policies for research, how to 
ensure that research flourishes at Concordia, etc., which should be the 
subject of a separate discussion; and that given the difficulty with the 
resolution resulting from the fact that it relates to a document which has not 
yet been approved, the motion should be withdrawn. 


With respect to the question of withdrawal of the motion, Senate was 
reminded of the suggestion that was made when the motion was put 
forward, to the effect that either historical patterns would apply and the 
decision would be taken by some appropriate operations within the 
administrative structure, or that Senate may speak on the matter. The feeling 
was also expressed that a resolution of the question was not being achieved 
by failing to pass the motion. 


It was suggested that a mechanism already existed for discussing the matter, 
even within a short period of time, ie., the Deans and the vice-Rector, 
Academic. It was also stated that the proposed committees and the resource 
implications, have not yet been vetted through the Senate Academic 
Planning and Priorities Committee; that we were really only now beginning 
to decide how all of these items fit into the scheme and the network; and that 
the best decision that Senate could make at this particular time, was not to 
make any decision at all. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE 


MOTION. 
87-5-33 Dr. Whyte returned the Chair to Dr. Kenniff. 
Adjournment 
87-5-34 Dr. Kenniff thanked student and faculty members whose membership terms 


were ending and who were attending their last Senate meeting, for their 
contributions, faithful attendance, and serious work in both full Senate 
meetings and in the various committees of Senate. 


87-5-35 The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


